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THE PLIGHT OF OCEAN MAMMALS 
By Alice Herrington and Lewis Regenstein·:· 
INTRODUCTION 
Ocean mammals everywhere are being subjected to slaughter 
and suffering at the hand of man. Two species-Stellar's Sea Cow 
and the sea mink-have already been rendered extinct.1 
Stellar, in his journal, described the former animal as having 
shown "signs of a wonderful intelligence ... indeed, an uncom-
mon love for one another, which even extended so far that, when 
one of them was hooked, all the others were intent upon saving 
it."2 The biological cousins of Stellar's Sea Cow, the Manatee 
and the Dugong, exhibit similar human qualities and are noted 
particularly for their ostensible affection for man. Such behavior 
has, of course, facilitated not only their study but their killing as 
well, as the few of these mammals that remain are rapidly being 
destroyed. 3 
All of the other species of ocean mammals, including seals, sea 
otters, cetaceans (whales, dolphins, and porpoises), walruses, sea 
lions, and polar bears, are either nearing extinction or are in a 
seriously depleted state.4 None of the killing of these animals can 
be justified; all of it is being done for frivolous commercial rea-
sons or unnecessary "scientific research." Many scientists are 
now questioning whether these animals will be able to survive the 
increasing pollution of the oceans. But one thing is clear: if these 
unique creatures are to be preserved for future generations, the 
killing must be stopped and stopped soon. 
Persons with a humane interest in ocean mammals reject 
theories of "conservation" that are based on "sustained yield," 
"harvest," and "wildlife management." "Management" is as 
fraudulent and cruel a concept of conservation as "benevolent 
dictatorship" is of government. The killing of wildlife by har-
vesters and managers is no less bloody than that done by hunters 
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animals" is very simple: that ocean mammals be left alone. They 
should be neither harassed, killed, managed, nor harvested. 
Last year, author John Poppy called for "a new religion ... a 
religion that will make cruelty to animals, plants and the earth 
itself not just 'bad' but as crazy and painful as hacking off your 
own foot."5 Five centuries ago, Leonardo da Vinci predicted that 
"The time will come when men such as I will look on the murder 
of animals as they now look on the murder of men." That time 
has arrived. The great mass of Americans, now aware of the 
brutality being inflicted upon wildlife have demanded that the 
laws of this country reflect this new morality of the people. 
In response to public demand, an ocean mammal protection 
bill6 was introduced to the Federal Congress in March 1971 by 
Senator Fred Harris of Oklahoma and Representative David 
Pryor of Arkansas. It immediately attracted the co-sponsorship 
of one-fifth of the members of the House and a quarter of the 
Senate. The strong protective elements of the bill, detailed below, 
while bitterly opposed by self interest groups-furriers, fisher-
men, bureaucratic and scientific "wildlife-managers" and "sports-
hunters"-have nonetheless produced an avalanche of supporting 
mail from the general public. 
THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM 
The horrors that man visits upon ocean mammals are apparent 
in the following examples. In the Pacific, an American whaling 
fleet, its activities licensed by the Secretary of Commerce, 
has been engaged in planting explosive harpoon "bombs" in 
whales by the hundreds, exploding them into cat meat and dog 
food. 7 A biologist for the National Marine Fisheries Service has 
estimated that between 250,000 and 400,000 porpoises die "in-
cidentally" every year in the nets of American tuna fisherman in 
one area of the eastern tropical Pacific. 8 The purse seine nets 
which are used in such activity are as much as a half mile long 
and 300 feet deep. Also in August of 1971 a marine biologist for 
the Alaska Department of Fish and Game stated the decom-
posing carcasses of hundreds of walrus littering shores in north-
west Alaska were some of the animals lost during the spring 
hunt. 9 He said that of the annual slaughter of about 11,700 wal-
rus, fully half are lost due in large part to the method of hunting: 
some hunters fire at random into the herds. He said that wounded 
animals sometimes escape, but do not live long.1o The slaughter 
794 ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
of the gentle walrus is done almost entirely for the ivory 
tusks. 
Though by no means as monstrous as the activities recited 
above, man's seemingly never-ending research projects may also 
harass sea mammals: 
U.S. scientists will study seals and their population and migration 
patterns during the approaching research season in the Antarctic, 
according to the U.S. research program. 
The study is aimed at eventual seal hunting in the Antarctic as 
seal populations diminish elsewhere. D. B. Siniff of the University of 
Minnesota will conduct a study of the seals Oct. 28-Jan. 28. Inves-
tigations by Siniff and his assistants will include the use of radio 
telemetry and underwater television techniques at Hutton Cliffs, 
near McMurdo Station. 
Tracked vehicles with receiving equipment will be used to pinpoint 
the position of seals which have radio transmitters attached to their 
flippers. Helicopters will also be used for tracking seals.ll 
While it is encouraging to hear an official admission that the 
seal populations are decreasing, one must ask: are animals no-
where safe from the officious ministrations of man? Will we 
shortly be told that the underlying but "more significant" pur-
pose of this invasion of the Antarctic is to save the seals from 
starvation and disease resulting from overcrowding-the same in-
sulting-to-the-intelligence justification given for the murder of 
the Pribilof seals and the Amchitka otters? Is there no end to the 
waste of the public's money for such research boondoggles? 
The polar bear-an animal nearing extinction-is accorded 
similar treatment, and since 1968 half a million dollars of the tax-
payer's money has been spent in harassing them.12 The animals 
are shot with anaesthetizing darts from moving aircraft with high 
powered rifles. Some are killed outright. Others are consigned to a 
slow death by the weight of the transmitters hung about their 
necks. The announced official purpose is "to obtain realistic es-
timates of polar bear population, determining the structure of 
the population in terms bf age and sex and fixing migration pat-
terns."13 It would not be unduly cynical to characterize the ob: ... 
jective as seeking to reassure the public, with seemingly scientific 
statistics that a continuation of trophy hunting is not a threat 
to the species. 
The seals on the Pribilof Islands have been similarly harassed, 
in bureaucratic "studies of behavior ... useful for harvesting 
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the population."14 It appears that so long as radio transmitters 
are manufactured we will have men who will hang them on some 
helpless animals. The cost of all this in animal suffering is im-
measurable; the cost in taxpayers' money is prohibitive. We sug-
gest that the money at least be measured with an open accounting 
in Congress; the type and purpose of all such research projects 
should be scrutinized carefully, with no money accorded to 
strictly animal-tracking projects. 
Captain Jaques Cousteau, the world-renowned ocean explorer, 
has estimated on the basis of his undersea observations that 
ocean life has decreased by 40% in the last 20 years.16 Comment-
ing on this statistic, Dr. George M. Woodwell, an ecologist at 
Brookhaven National Laboratory, said "We scientists are just 
about the last to come across any real proof. But my guess is that 
Cousteau is dead right."16 The pollution of the rivers with DDT, 
mercury and other chemicals means that the oceans into which 
the rivers flow are fast becoming the final cesspool of most of 
man's activities. Dr. Cousteau says flatly, "The oceans are dying 
while society adopts an ostrich policy."17 Dr. Jacques Picard, the 
noted Swiss marine scientist who has been appointed advisor to 
the U.N. conference on the environment this June, stated on 25 
October, 1971 that at the current rate of pollution, there would 
be no life left in the world's oceans within 25 years.1S 
Certainly, the heavy metallic and pesticide pollution and the 
oil slicks are making survival for the oceans mammals extremely 
difficult, without adding to it the senseless slaughter for com-
mercial gain and "sportsmen's" pleasure. To those who subscribe 
to the outmoded belief that the animals are here solely for man's 
use, we suggest they preserve the mammals as a barometer of 
the ocean's viability, much as miners use canaries to test air 
quality. Even the Department of the Interior suggests this with 
their new slogan, "WHEN WILDLIFE TRIES TO TELL Us SOME-
THING WE"D BETTER PAY ATTENTION. That which pollutes the 
habitat of any living thing pollutes the environment of all living 
things." 
The relatively new field of ecology expresses a new humility, 
a willingness to admit that the interrelationships of all living 
things are so complex that we cannot possibly know how many 
of any given species is needed. This is particularly true of the 
mysterious oceans, and yet the opponents of the legal protection 
proposed for the animals in the Harris-Pryor Bill-the National 
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Rifle Association, the sportshunters and commercial interests, 
not to mention, the multitude of bureaucrats involved in the re-
search boondoggles and the massacres-base their specious argu-
ments on what they term "scientific management." 
While we will concede that biologists succeed very well in 
breeding some species of wildlife and stimulating the populations 
of other land animals-quail, turkey, elk, deer, and other so-
called "game" species-their "management" abilities simply do 
not apply to ocean mammals. No one can breed a seal, a whale, a 
walrus-nor do anything to increase their populations-except 
to stop killing them. Man has not stopped the forces of nature. 
The inability to "manage" nature, even a single species, is found 
in this statement of a biologist employed in Commerce's seal 
kill operation: "Wildlife populations cannot be managed with 
the same precision as domestic populations. We have no direct 
control of natural mortality (which determines survival) from 
birth to the age of reproduction, which is one of the most critical 
factors in managing a wildlife species."19 After describing the 
failure of the kills on the Pribilofs to achieve "maximum sus-
tainable yield (maximum number of skins)," he rationalizes the 
exercise in mayhem as "an experiment in the population dy-
namics of fur seals."20 Then paying token to nature's powers, he 
states that with a cessation of killing females an increase in the 
population should take place, but adds this chilling qualifica-
tion: "if environmental conditions are essentially the same now 
as they were in the late 1920's."21 We can but hope that the ocean 
mammal populations will revive again as they did following the 
1911 treaty22 to discontinue pelagic sealing (the killing of seals in 
the open waters). But what brought the revival of this species 
was not only the cessation of their slaughter in the open waters, 
but also on land. For six years they were not killed commercially 
by the four nations23 involved in the agreement. A second respite 
was accorded ocean mammals during the forced moratorium on 
their killing in the second world war. As a result, not only 
did the whales, seals, and other ocean mammals revive, but the 
oceans recovered their health, as evidenced by the vast increase 
in fish of all variety as wel1.24 This proportionate increase of fish 
and mammals suggests that when the mammals of the oceans 
are gone, there will be no more fish. No one has provided a satis-
factory explanation in this regard, but it is known that ocean 
mammals and some species of fish are interdependent. For ex-
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ample, tuna and porpoise travel together and both are caught in 
the nets of fishermen. 25 Again, the mammals are clearly needed 
to keep the oceans viable: they play an unknown but vital role 
in nature's delicate balance. 
Within the past few decades man has become considerably 
more sophisticated in his study of the behavior patterns of species 
other than his own. The scientists engaged in this field have found 
that other animals too have close personal, family, and social 
structures.26 The porpoise caught in the net will not leave the 
side of a mate or infant even if prodded to do SO;27 a school of 
whales will follow and try to help one of their members har-
pooned by a whaling fleet,28 thus making it a simple matter to 
conduct wholesale massacre; the mother seal stays by the 
skinned carcass of her baby for days at a time.29 The murder of 
anyone of these sentient creatures leaves behind a wake of dis-
tress in the species. 
Seals 
The slaughter of harp and Alaskan seals has been widely pub-
licized because these highly organized massacres lend themselves 
most readily to documentary films and public exposure. The 
world is outraged over the slaughter of seals both in the Atlantic 
and on the Pribilofs ... and demands a halt to both. The baby 
seal, one of nature's most appealing creatures, is the object of a 
gruesome massacre each spring in the Gulf of St. Lawrence and 
the Northwest Atlantic. The below incident, to which the author 
Herrington was witness, is recounted by a reporter for The New 
York Times: 
A mother seal threw herself protectively across the body of her 
pup. When the man who had clubbed it returned to skin the pup, the 
mother stood fast. A second hunter, then a third, came up to within 
a foot or two of the mother. It maintained its protective position, 
resting on its front flippers, its head thrust up and forward, facing the 
danger. Finally, a man approached from the side. With a quick, dart-
ing motion, he waved his club within inches of the mother's head, 
then jerked it back. The seal turned on the man. He backed away. 
The seal, using its flippers in a pull-push motion, moved slowly and 
awkwardly over the ice in pursuit. Meanwhile, two hunters had 
dragged the pup away. The mother turned and tried to give chase 
but again could not catch up. It stopped and watched the lost pup 
for a moment. Then it turned, crept to the edge of the ice, and dived 
into the water.30 
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The mother seals that are driven off bounce up and down in the 
water holes as in a macabre ballet, watching helplessly the murder 
of their nursing babies. At the end of the day as the killers dis-
appear from the scene, the mothers crawl back on the ice, each 
to nuzzle the bloody, lifeless carcass of her own pup. In 1971, in 
Canada's Gulf of St. Lawrence, some 45,000 baby seals were 
killed in this manner by Canadian landsmen31 and another 37,000 
by the men from the commercial sealing ships.32 
Nor do the adults escape the fury of the hunters in the North-
west Atlantic where both the Norwegian and Canadian ice-
breakers roam. There they are clubbed, speared, and shot. In 
1971, a gentlemen's agreement fixed the total number to be killed 
at 245,000 harp seals.33 But, to obtain this number many more 
are wounded or killed and lost under the ice. In pelagic sealing, 
sometimes as few as one in five shot is recovered.34 
The United States engages in its own pelagic sealing, done in 
the name of "research." In the Pacific in 1968, employees of our 
Department of the Interior shot and captured 824 seals, pri-
marily female, ostensibly for the purpose of finding out what seals 
eat and verifying pregnancy rates. 35 And to obtain those 824 
seals about 100 more seals were shot, killed or wounded-and 
lost.36 There can be no doubt that our own country shares a great 
deal of blame for the senseless killing done by other nations. By 
providing a major market for sealskin coats and the suede leather 
obtained from baby seals, we have made the seal kill economically 
worthwhile and have encouraged this carnage. 
Arguments that the harp seals are killed to prevent over-
crowding are nonsense. The press releases from the Canadian 
Department of Fisheries and Forestry which announced the 
opening of the slaughter last March admitted that there had 
been an "overkill" in the North Atlantic in recent years, and that 
the herd that arrived off Labrador was "seriously depleted."37 
Canada's own figures indicate that the size of the herd has been 
reduced within the last 20 years from 5 million to 1.5 million-a 
depletion of about 70%.38 
The South Africans also carryon a baby seal kill for the bene-
fit of the U.S. fur industry. A recent news article described how 
some 80,000 baby seals are "harvested."39 They are beaten on the 
head with clubs, stabbed with stilettoes, and then skinned, pre-
sumably while their terrified mothers look on in helpless agony. 
According to the article, the baby seals are killed because their 
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pelts bring some $1.4 million on the U.S. market, where they are 
la ter processed and sold as sealskin coats. 40 . 
Not only does our country encourage other nations to kill 
seals, but our Government has its very own official seal killing 
operation. Each July and August, on the Pribilof Islands in the 
Bering Sea off Alaska, tens of thousands of Alaskan fur seals are 
driven inland until their lungs are bursting and are then clubbed 
to death by employees of the U.S. Government (formerly the 
Department of Interior, now the Department of Commerce). 
The official "purposes" of this activity are multiple:41 (1) it is 
described as a "model conservation program" which saves the 
seals from extinction; (2) it creates employment for the Aleuts on 
the Pribilofs; (3) it saves the seals from starvation and disease; 
and (4) it provides funds for the U.S. and Alaskan Treasuries 
(even though it has operated at a deficit in recent years). 
In the summer of 1970, the author Herrington spent ten days 
on the Island of St. Paul, one of the Pribilofs. From notes written 
while on the Island, these are some of the author's observations: 
By our time of arrival at the hauling grounds (5: 20 a.m.) virtually 
all of the seals-about 1,000 animals-had been driven off over the 
rocks in pods of about 90 to a flat stretch of green-the killing field. 
Half the herd was being driven up a steep hill to another field to await 
their turn. By 8: 30, 366 seals had been clubbed, struck, and skinned. 
Sixteen teenage children removed the penis and testicles from the 
carcasses, for sale to a firm which peddles them for cocktail stirrers 
and aphrodisiacs. 
The kill: five to nine seals would be separated from the herd by a 
man rattling a can to frighten them into moving into front of the 
clubbers. In almost all cases the seals received two blows. Whether 
this was necessary or just to show that they make certain, I could not 
know-except in the instances where the first blow fell on the body. 
About every fourth seal received a severe blow on the back before it 
was felled with a second or third blow to the head. 
I stood about five feet from one seal which was permitted to escape 
after receiving a glancing blow and it waddled past me toward the 
water with blood streaming from the socket where an. eye had been 
knocked loose. This same seal had fish net embedded in its coat, which 
I was told was the reason for not chasing it. The fur is not valuable 
commercially when it has been mangled with fishnet. 
The terror of the seals during the long hours of waiting and watching 
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the murder of their friends and relatives was pathetic, the ultimate 
in sadistic treatment. Mr. Hurd gave as the reason for driving the 
seals from the hauling grounds all at one time, the cost of employing 
more men to stand guard to prevent escape into the sea. 
The Commerce Department does attempt to defend its "seal-
ing operations." It claims, first of all, that clubbing the seals to 
death is the most "humane" way of killing them.42 To use the 
word "humane" in this context is a perversion of language and 
reality. There is no justification for killing these intelligent, highly 
evolved creatures: sealskin coats are hardly a necessity to our 
society. The Commerce Department, moreover, continually 
emphasizes that the size of the Pribilof seal herd has risen from 
200,000 seals in 1911 to approximately 1.3 million today.43 But 
to compare 1971 with 1911 is an entirely spurious, misleading 
comparison. A vital fact is the natural size of the herd, and this 
is given in an official account as exceeding five million.44 An es-
timate for 1948, the period following the Second World War 
moratorium on killing, is given as about four million.45 Hence, 
if the herd today is 1.3 million, as Commerce claims, then the 
size of the Alaskan herd has decreased-not increased-by about 
75%. It should be noted that the Russians have stated publicly 
that there is a "serious depletion in the once huge herd."46 And 
since there is great intermingling, according to Interior's reports,47 
between the seals which breed on the Russian Islands and those 
which breed on the Pribilofs, it is clear that the Pribilof herd is 
also seriously depleted. 
But the bureaucrats employed in the Pribilof operation will be 
the last to admit this. Their tactics with the public-and the 
Congress-bring to mind the old cliche "lies, damn lies, and 
statistics." For example, the manager of the program, William 
Peck, on returning to the States after last year's kill, states that 
"births on the Islands show no downward trend."48 He said this 
despite his own Department's official statistics, which give a 
staggering 52% decrease in births over the past ten years.49 
The Seattle Times reports that 1971's "take of fur seals in the 
Pribilofs totalled 31,847 skins, compared with 42,179 in 1970."50 
The number to be killed in 1971, announced by Commerce in 
early June of 1971, was 40,000.61 This stimulated the Friends of 
the Animals to prepare a table, based on government data, to 
show that if 40,000 seals were to be killed in the summer of 1971, 
9,000 would again have to be female. We credit the circulation of 
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this table with having spared the lives of females with pups in 
the breeding rookeries. 
In its publicity, Commerce has until very recently, repeatedly 
assured the public that baby and mother seals are not killed, 
that only killed are "surplus bachelor males."52 But in this once 
vast herd, now reduced to a pitiful remnant of its former size, 
there are, of course, no "surplus" seals. Moreover, mother and 
baby seals are killed by the tens of thousands. Victor Scheffer, 
the Interior Department biologist who used to supervise the kill, 
states in his book: "In a recent decade, 250,000 females of breed-
ing age were killed on the Pribilofs."63 He refers to this euphemis-
tically as "intensive fur seal management" and also notes that 
their pups inevitably die a death of slow starvation.64 In 1968, in 
the face of a rapidly declining birth rate, the bureaucrats again 
sent the Aleuts into the breeding rookeries to kill 11,594 females, 
all of whom had pups, all of whom were pregnant.66 And then they 
have the audacity to tell the public that th.eir purpose is to spare 
seals the suffering of disease and starvation. The purpose, pa-
tently, was to obtain more skins. Figures for females killed in 
other years are as follows :66 
1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 
47,000 31,000 28,000 40,000 43,849 43,750 43,952 
1964 1965 1967 
16,452 10,432 10,096 
And, given the fact that 42 bureaucrats are employed year-
round in Seattle and another 50 or so full or part time in Wash-
ington' D.C., whose salaries are supposed to be paid from the 
sale of sealskins,67 such a sacrifice of the animals for their own 
welfare should be anticipated. The Bureau of the Budget's de-
tailed report showed that Pribilof expenditures exceeded income 
by over $2 million in 1970.68 Bureaucrats grow desperate over 
such a defici t. 
In any responsible complilation of population of ocean mam-
mals, the number of seals of breeding age is vital. The inclusion 
of pups to pad a herd total is a deceptive practice since, again to 
quote government data, the survival of pups is often as low as 
15%.69 Therefore, to achieve a realistic estimate of herd size, the 
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Friends of the Animals took government data on the headcount 
of adult males in 1968 and published it in The New York Times60 
as follows: 7,924 harem bulls; 4,383 idle males; 316,960 females of 
breeding age (an average of 40 per harem bull). Total 329,960. 
This prompted Senator Kennedy of Massachusetts to make an 
inquiry of the Department of Commerce, which responded that 
our advertisement "contains many misstatements and distor-
tions regarding the condition of the Pribilof Islands' seal herd,"61 
but simultaneously admitted that the breeding population is 
about one-quarter of their estimated 1.3 million herd tota1.62 One-
quarter of 1.3 million is 325,000 seals of breeding age. Our pub-
lished figure then, was deceptive only in being high by about 
5,000 seals. However, that was based upon 1968 data, and it is 
likely that the number of mature seals has decreased significantly 
since that time, consistent with the trend described in the 1968 
report: 
The total number of adult males counted on the Pribilof Islands in 
July, 1968 has decreased annually since 1961 . 
. . . The number of harem and idle males counted in 1968 repre-
sents 63% and 37%, respectively, of the number counted in 1962.63 
Another ploy by which these bureaucrats attempt to support 
their positions as "scientific managers" is "managed pup pro-
duction." Since it is done by slaughtering breeding females, it is 
also termed a "manipulation of the population." Its expressed 
purpose, to quote from Commerce's letter to Senator Kennedy, 
is to "achieve the level of abundance that will provide the maxi-
mum sustainable yield"-the yield being skins. This is a gross 
prevarication of the most despicable sort. The bureaucrats have 
been aware for a long time that the herd is in trouble. Their 
slaughter of breeding females was solely to obtain more skins. 
For a time their reports gave this now embarrassing information: 
By the time the U.S. purchased Alaska, the Pribilof herd had re-
covered to the point it sustained an annual harvest of 100,000 males 
for many years.64 
That this statistic is embarrassing to them is found in a report 
to Congressman John D. Dingellwhere the figure is expressed 
only as "several thousand."65 It is many, many years since their 
"managed pup production" produced a "maximum sustainable 
yield" of 100,000 male sealskins.66 In 1971 their proven abilities 
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produced 31,847 skins, some of which were certainly from fe-
males.67 
It should be recognized, moreover, that in our Government's 
seal massacre, which the Commerce Department describes as a 
"model of conservation,"68 it is not the old and the diseased seals 
that are killed, as nature provides for in its law of survival of the 
fittest. Rather, the healthiest seals are killed, those whose pelts 
will make the most attractive, unblemished sealskin coats. 
Commerce also defends the seal kill on the basis of employ-
ment for the Aleuts.69 The Harris-Pryor Bill, however, would de-
velop the Pribilofs as a tourist attraction and give the natives 
the dignity of a worthwhile (and non-violent) occupation as 
managers of the proposed wildlife refuge. No less an authority 
than Lars-Eric Lindblad, organizer of extraordinary tours to 
places like the Arctic, the Amazons, Darwin's Galapagos and 
many others, attests to the reality of this proposal. 
Wildlife everywhere in the world is increasingly becoming a big 
money earner-not as furs nor as meat, but as a target for photog-
raphers and nature-lovers, of which there are millions. The Aleut 
natives would benefit to a much greater extent than they would from 
being butchers of these beautiful fur seals. How many women will 
buy coats and other garment made of the skins of wild animals in 
years to come? It is definitely becoming unfashionable to wear furs. 
It is time for the Department of the Interior to switch the economy 
of the Pribilofs from killing the seals to making them a fabulous 
tourist attraction. It is not difficult to do and within a few years the 
Government could stop or reduce their subsidies to the Aleuts.70 
Mr. Lindblad's point that now is the time to examine other em-
ployment for the Aleuts, tourism or otherwise, is one which 
should be transmitted to the appropriate agencies. Certainly, 
these people originally sent as slaves to the Pribilofs by the Rus-
sians should no longer be forced to do their demeaning work. 
Another simplistic justification for the slaughter, subscribed 
to by many fishermen and the United States Department of 
State, is that seals eat fish, fish which are wanted for the profit 
of fishermen-even though the fish may be discarded as was the 
case, by the ton, in the summer of 1971, in Alaska. 71 It is con-
ceded that seals do eat fish, but again we point to the lack of 
knowledge of the interrelationship of living creatures and cite 
again the fact that the salmon follow the seals to their breeding 
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grounds. This strongly suggests that upon the disappearance of 
the ocean mammals, there may well be no more fish. Even the 
Department of the Interior is willing to reveal a certain humility 
in this regard: 
Considering the volume and frequency of occurrence of commer-
cially important fishes found in fur seal stomachs and our limited 
knowledge of the ocean environment and its ecology, we believe the 
effects of predation on food species with economic value are impos-
sible to assess with any degree of confidence.72 
The fact of this limited knowledge of the interrelationships of 
seals and fish should be the subject of a massive educational 
campaign with fishermen, particularly those in Alaska, where the 
hair seal, which has a limited economic value, is the object of a 
sustained effort to eliminate it through such methods as dynamit-
ing and shooting. Harbor seals around the coasts of our mainland 
are accorded similar treatment. This brutality and lack of re-
spect for nature and her creatures must be brought to an end 
and only the Harris-Pryor Bill will do it. 
Sea Otters 
An animal very much endangered due to its persecution by fur 
hunters and fishermen is the sea otter. It is so rare now off the 
coast of California73 that even the abalone fishermen, who for-
merly killed it on sight, have occasion to regret their deeds. With 
the disappearance of the otter, a voracious eater of sea urchins, 
the latter population has exploded74 so as to consume giant kelp, 
mainstay of abalone and other fish. Now, human deep-sea divers 
are employed in an unsuccessful effort to replace the sea otters in 
killing the urchins. 
On Amchitka Island in the Bering Sea the sea otter, because of 
a ban on its slaughter, has revived since the turn of the century, 
when it was so rare it was thought to be extinct. The Federal 
government, however, has again begun to conduct what it calls 
"an experimental harvest;" it offers the worn excuse that the 
"harvest" is for the benefit of the otters. Are the government 
biologists so simple that they are unaware that when an animal 
population becomes too large in one area, a process of migration 
begins-and that the migration of these otters to other areas is 
desirable? Frankly, such simplicity is to be doubted. It is evident 
once again that our government cannot resist the dollars that 
OCEAN MAMMALS 805 
this animal's pelt brings. An auction of these pelts around 1969 
brought between several hundred and several thousand dollars 
for each pelt. 75 We are thus witnessing the resurrection of the 
sea otter fur industry and the concomitant economic pressures 
it will bring to bear to continue and increase the killing. 76 Gov-
ernment biologists, moreover, apparently cannot resist the op-
portunity-given by the same dollars-to "experiment" with 
killing these animals for the sake of making perfectly spurious 
tables of birth and death rates. 
The sea otter population of Amchitka-the largest in the 
world--was seriously decimated by the 5 megaton nuclear blast, 
code-named "Connikin." Although the Atomic Energy Com-
mission claims that only 18 otters perished, the Alaskan Biolo-
gists estimate that from 900 to 1100 otters were killed,77 75% of 
which were female. 78 This discrepancy is partially explained by 
James A. Estes, an AEC contract biologist, who theorizes that 
the "missing" thousand or so otters were trapped under water 
by "cavitation" from the blast. 79 The substantial fish kill which 
resulted may also cause many more otters to die, by way of 
starvation. 80 
Whales 
Whales were once common throughout the world's oceans and 
its major bays, inlets, and seaways.81 Now, they are practically 
gone, and the few that remain are rapidly being killed off. 82 
Unless drastic measures are soon taken, several of the larger 
species of whales will quickly be reduced to a point at which their 
extinction will become inevitable. Eventually, if the present 
whale hunting trend continues, most other whales, including the 
porpoises and the dolphins, may also disappear. This impending 
tragedy can and must be prevented. 
Whales are among the most intelligent and highly evolved of 
all the world's creatures, and are in some respects very much like 
their fellow human mammals. Many of these warm-blooded, air-
breathing mammals are mongamous;83 they nurse their young 
and usually bear a single calf every two years. They "cry" in 
agony when they are wounded by a harpoon, and the "song" 
that Humpback whales sing is so beautiful and intricate that it 
has inspired a symphony84 and been made into a popular record 
album. 85 There have been many incidents in which a whale has 
been harpooned by a trawler and its family has followed it or 
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waited offshore for its return for days and weeks at a time. 86 
Often, when a whale is captured (by an oceanarium, for example), 
the en tire herd will follow the boat to shore and then beach i t-
self. Scientists still do not understand the reasons behind this 
relatively frequent phenomenon,87 but it is believed that the 
whales are attempting to follow and help their fellow cetacean, 
or are even committing suicide out of anguish for their loss.88 
Whalers have taken advantage of this "protective" and highly 
social characteristic by harpooning baby whales, towing them 
into the whaling station on shore, and then butchering the entire 
family or even the herd which faithfully follows along. 
According to history and legend, man's relationship with 
whales has, until comparatively recent times, been nonpreda-
tory.89 Primitive people~ living in coastal areas and along large 
rivers have utilized cooperative dolphins to herd fish into their 
nets,90 or even to protect them from such dangers as piranha 
fish. 91 Historical accounts describe this relationship as being so 
close that native peoples have violently resisted efforts of sci-
entists to obtain dolphin "specimens."92 
Of all the whales now disappearing, perhaps the most tragic 
loss is that of the mighty Blue whale-the largest creature ever 
to inhabit the earth. 93 The Blue whale is so closely related to man 
that it has a nearly identical body temperature and a remarkably 
similar brain, eye, and circulatory system. 94 Since these whales 
have vestigial hipbones which are unconnected to the rest of the 
skeleton, there has been speculation95 that its ancestors once 
inhabited the land, returning to the sea in pursuit of food or-
ironically-protection. 
It is difficult to conceive of the enormousness of this leviathan: 
Nothing on earth has ever matched its size. It is larger than 30 
elephants; larger than the combined size of three of the largest dino-
saurs that ever lived. It weighs more than 2,000 people, a small 
town. Its heart weighs 1,200 pounds, its liver a ton, its tongue more 
than one-third ton. The Blue whale calf nurses for seven months, 
taking in as much as 1,000 pounds of milk per day.96 
Yet, remarkably, this creature has a throat so small that it can-
not swallow any fish larger than a sardine. 
Between 1930 and 1940, the Blue whale population was over 
100,000;97 today, a mere few hundred at most survive worldwide 
(some estimates go as high as 3,000).98 There is serious doubt that 
enough males and females will be able to find each other over the 
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great expanse of the ocean to enable the species to breed and 
perpetua te itself. 
Other whale species which are gravely threatened include the 
humpback, numbering about 2,000 worldwide;99 the grey, num-
bering around 10,000;100 the right, numbering about 25 to 250;101 
the bowhead, numbering about 20 to 200;102 and the finaback, sei, 
and sperm whales, all of which exist in sizeable though very de-
pleted numbers and which are rapidly being wiped out due to 
indiscriminate commercial hunting. The Asiatic Grey whale pop-
ulation appears to have disappeared entirely;I03 and the largest 
known colony of nominally protected Southern Right whales was 
wiped out to the last mother and infant by a whaling fleet passing 
by Tristan de Cunha in 1962.104 The only species of large whale 
which seems to be increasing in numbers is the California Grey 
whale, which was given a protective status by the US Congress 
in 1936.106 The state of depletion of the oceans' whale population 
was vividly demonstrated during Sir Francis Chichester's recent 
voyage around the world during which he saw only one solitary 
whale. A few years earlier, almost daily encounters with these 
creatures would not have been unusual. 
Our Government is clearly implicated in this tragedy. As a 
major importer of whale meat (used for dog and cat food and on 
mink farms) and whale oil (used in paint, transmission and 
lubricating fluid, tanning leather, and cosmetics), the U.S. has 
helped to generate the demand for whales and thus encouraged 
their indiscriminate slaughter. While Japan and the Soviet 
Union now account for about 85 percent of the world's whaling/ 06 
the US has consumed about a third of the take.107 
Fortunately, the US has to some extent been taken out of 
the whale business. One of Walter Hickel's last acts108 as Secre-
tary of the Interior was to place the eight large whales109 on In-
terior's Endangered Species List, thus banning the import of 
any of their by-products into this country. However, this action 
came too late to have much of an effect on those species listed. In 
praising this gesture, The New York Times pointed out, "the 
magnificient blue whale may have already passed the biological 
point of no return and be headed irreversibly towards extinction. 
The rare grey, humpback, and bowhead whales are also gravely 
threatened, and all in the interest of such vital products as cat 
food."llo It should be emphasized that at the present time, only 
eight specieslll of whales are banned from import into the US. 
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The remaining eighty or ninety varieties of cetacea may con-
tinue to be hunted, killed and imported, presumably until they 
too reach the brink of extinction. 
The international organization which has the responsibility for 
regulating whaling and setting quotas in order to maintain 
whale stocks is the International Whaling Commission (IWC).112 
In fact, however, this body does not provide any significant pro-
tection for the whales. It is an industry-dominated organziation 
which meets once a year to parcel out the remaining whale stocks 
to its member nations. Its past policies have led to the virtual 
extinction of several species of whale; its pres en t actions will soon 
wipe out most of those that remain. 
The IWC began functioning in 1948, its purpose being to help 
rebuild the whaling industry, which had been badly disrupted by 
World War II. Yet, the rules1l3 under which it was chartered to 
operate guaranteed its ineffectiveness: 
1. Each member state has the right to veto any regulation that 
it deemed to be too restrictive. 
2. The IWC is powerless to enforce its own regulations; and, 
as a result, its rules are largely ignored. Blue whales, humpback 
whales, infant whales, and other nominally protected cetaceans 
are still being killed, and nothing can be done to prevent this. 
3. The IWC is controlled by the whaling industry. The J apa-
nese representative, for example, is appointed by the Japanese 
whaling companies, not by the government. Last Year's Chair-
man of the IWC, Mr. Fujita, is also president of the Japan 
Fisheries Association and is known to have close ties to Japan's 
whaling lobby. 
4. Many whaling nations, such as Chile and Peru, refuse to 
join the IWC and openly ignore the few rules that are supposedly 
in effect. 
S. The "rules" of the IWC are easily and legally circum-
vented. For example, in June 1967 Japan agreed to stop killing 
blue whales. In October of that same year, it granted its own 
whalers permission to set up firms in Chile, under whose flag the 
killing of blue whales could and did continue. 
6. Despite repeated assurances at each meeting that "next 
year" changes will be made, no international observer scheme 
has yet been adopted. Thus, there is not even nominal super-
vision to ascertain if the rules are being followed or flouted. Also, 
despite promises that it would be abolished, the blue whale unit 
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has remained in effect in assigning quotas of whales to be "taken." 
7. The quotas recommended by the IWC's scientific committee 
are never instituted but are always raised to levels which could 
not conceivablr support "sustainable yield." 
The result 0 allowing the IWC to "control" whaling has been, 
in the words of Dr. George Small, author of the definitive book 
The Blue Whale, "to delude the public into believing that there 
was effective protection for the whales, while at the same time 
the greatest mammals of the high seas were being all but wiped 
out."114 The atitude of the government bureaucrats who repre-
sent the US in its dealings with the IWC reflects little credit on 
our country. Both the Senate and the House of Representatives 
have now passed resolutions calling for a ten year moratorium on 
the killing of all whales.1l5 Yet, incredibly, this long-overdue 
action was opposed by the State Department. In hearings on this 
resolution held by the House Foreign Affairs Committee, on 26 
July 1971, Stuart Blow voiced the State Department's opposition 
on the grounds that this might be "incompatible with the con-
tinuing vigorous role of leadership which we believe the United 
States should play in the Whaling Commission."116 Mr. Blow and 
his superior, Donald McKernan, State's Coordinator of Oceanic 
Affairs, have long argued within the administration against 
actions which would provide protection for the whales. They are 
reported to have vigorously opposed the Interior Department's 
belated action in placing on the endangered list whales which 
were still being sought commercially.1l7 
Mr. Blow also stated that at the House hearings that the IWC 
"took on new life in the 1960's" and that "there is no question 
but that substantial progress has been made over these years. 
During that period, prohibitions have been added against the 
killing of blue whales and humpback whales."118 This is utter 
nonsense. It was only after these whales had already passed the 
point of commercial extinction and had reached the verge of 
biological extinction that they were granted this nominal protec-
tion. Because there were practically no more of these whales left 
to "harvest" a ban on their killing was instituted. 
At these same hearings, J. L. McHugh, the American Commis-
sioner to the IWC (who is serving this year as the IWC Chair-
man),l19 also opposed the plan for a ten-year moratorium. In his 
own words, "the best strategy for the United States, as long as 
the Commission continues to make satisfactory progress towards 
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its objectives, is to support the Commission and do everything 
possible to strengthen it."120 He also expressed satisfaction with 
the results obtained at the IWC's June meeting in Washington, 
and stated that "in my opinion, the odds are high that inter-
national observer schemes will be in effect on most, if not all, of 
the world's whaling industry when the next whaling season opens 
in December, 1971. This was by far the most important matter 
before the commission."121 Predictably, McHugh's naive opti-
mism was ill-founded. This year, as in the past, the Soviet and 
Japanese whaling fleets sailed without even going through the 
promised charade of exchanging observers. There is thus no 
reason to believe that the rules will be observed and prohibitions 
adhered to any more this year than they have been in the past. 
The slaughter, in short, will be as unrestrained as ever. 
Has the IWC thus been a complete failure, as so many have 
charged? Clearly, if its goal has been conservation or even wise 
utilization of the whales as a priceless resource, then the IWC 
stands exposed as a farce. But it now appears quite clear that the 
IWC's intentions were not to preserve the whales, but rather to 
organize the killing of as many as possible in as short a time as 
possible. Popular disillusionment with the IWC was eloquently 
expressed in a New York Times editorial written by William 
Shannon, in which the recent actions of the IWC were likened to 
"telling a firefighter to pour on slightly less kerosene. "122 The 
editorial stated that "there is a rationale behind this grotes-
querie. It is to be found in the greed and ruthlessness of the 
Japanese and Russian whaling interests who between them now 
catch more than four-fifths of all whales taken. Financially, it 
makes more sense for them to use their whaling fleets to full 
capacity until all whales have been exterminated, and then 
scratch the equipment, than it does to cut back whaling to the 
small operation which nature can sustain."123 In other words, it 
is more economic to kill off the world's remaining whales and take 
a short term gain than to kill a limited number every year over 
an indefinite period. The conclusion that such a decision was 
intentionally made is almost inescapable; it does not seem pos-
sible that the IWC could have been unaware of the effect its 
quotas were having on the whale herds. With most of the world's 
whaling vessels rapidly becoming obsolete, the IWC, while re-
assuring the public that the whales were being conserved, pro-
ceeded to extract the maximum possible profit from what little 
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remained of the ocean's once vast whale stocks. Thus, rather than 
failing, the IWC may in the long run be viewed as a tremendous 
commercial success to those who invested therein. 
But the rest of us can no longer plead innocence. And if we are 
to save this unique and immensely important order of mammals 
from the well-planned extinction it now faces, the IWC must be 
recognized for what it is; and other, more practical channels must 
be found to rescue the whales from oblivion. 
The whaling industry is already anticipating the day when 
there will be no more large whales left to "harvest." They may 
well be replaced by the most intelligent and friendly species of 
whales, the dolphins and porpoises, which are already being 
killed in extraordinary numbers. 
The present exploitation contrasts sharply with man's coopera-
tive relationship with them in the past. Pliny the Elder has 
described how the ancient Greeks used dolphins to lead them to 
schools of fish and then shared their catch with these friendly 
cetaceans.125 According to Pliny, the dolphins even waited in the 
area un til the following day, to be rewarded for their efforts with 
bread dipped in wine.126 The present practice of American and 
Japanese tuna fleets is similar ... excert that after the dolphins 
or porpoises lead the boats to schools 0 tuna, they are picked up 
in the nets and killed. Last year the Japanese are estimated to 
have "taken" commercially some 200,000 dolphins and por-
poises127 with perhaps an even greater number being caught in 
nets and killed inadvertantly by Japanese tuna fishermen. The 
American tuna fleet is wreaking an even greater mortality on the 
porpoises; and last year, in one area of the Eastern Tropical 
Pacific, some 250,000 porpoises are estimated to have perished 
in the huge "purse-seine" tuna nets.128 These nets, some of which 
stretch for half a mile or more, sometimes entrap as many as 1,000 
porpoises at a time, along with the yellow-fin tuna with which 
they are usually found.129 After being netted, the porpoises usuall y 
huddle together in one corner; those that instinctively "sound" 
or dive to the bottom usually become ensnared in the net and 
drown. The other porpoises make little attempt to jump out of 
the nets and escape, since they will not, as a rule, abandon their 
infants or desert a fellow porpoise that seems to be injured or in 
distress. The result of these tuna fishing operations has been a 
serious reduction in the numbers and composition of the por-
poises' schools; moreover, they are now becoming much harder to 
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approach than in the past. Many scientists concerned with this 
problem fear that several types of porpoise may soon face the 
same danger of extinction as the larger whales. 
Instead of concentrating its efforts on solving the problem, the 
tuna fishing industry has been vigorously lobbying in Congress 
to see that it is allowed to continue its wasteful fishing methods. 
While claiming (without convincing evidence) that a new net-
the "medina net"-has been developed which reduces porpoise 
mortality, the industry has succeeded in convincing several 
Congressmen that it should be exempted from pending legislation 
which would prohibit the killing of marine mammals. One recent 
bill, the Marine Mammal Protection Act/SO which is not to be 
confused with the Harris-Pryor Ocean Mammal Protection Act, 
gives a specific exemption to the tuna fishermen to continue the 
capturing or killing of ocean mammals which are an "incidental" 
result of commercial fishing operations. The situation has now 
become so desperate that many conservationists are threatening 
to launch a boycott of tuna unless the industry takes immediate 
steps to solve this problem. l3l 
The slaughter and virtual extinction of the great whales is 
tragic indeed; but this tragedy is compounded by the fact that 
the whales have, in recent decades, been killed quite unneces-
sarily. As Senator Fred Harris pointed out when he introduced in 
March of 1971 his and Representative David Pryor's Ocean 
Mammal Protection Act, which would protect whales as well as 
other ocean mammals: 
For the sake of money-primarily the American dollar-these ani-
mals are subjected to massive brutality and slaughter. There is no 
product from any of these creatures which is essential for human sur 
vival or welfare. Each has a readily available substitute.132 
Although the bill is opposed by several hunting (or "manage-
men t") oriented organizations, such as the National Wildlife 
F edera tion, the National Rifle Association, the World Wildlife 
Fund, and the Izaak Walton League, most conservationists feel 
that legislation of this type is the only remaining hope for the 
whales. 
Meanwhile, the Secretary of State should vigorously negotiate 
protective treaties for the whales or at least seek the ten-year 
moratorium on whaling which the Senate and House have re-
solved should be instituted. There are indications that such 
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negotiations might meet with a surprising measure of success. 
Whaling provides a relatively miniscule and insignificant input 
into the Japanese and Soviet economies;133 and with their fleets 
nearing obsolescence and whale stocks rapidly diminishing, 
whaling cannot conceivably continue on its present scale for more 
than a few more years.134 
Whether the above suggested actions will be taken in time to 
save the whales is questionable. But what is beyond doubt is 
that if the US does not take the lead in protecting these unique 
and awe-inspiring creatures, they will soon vanish from the seas 
forever. 
Polar Bears 
Another ocean species which is gravely threatened is the polar 
bear. The extinction of the world's largest carnivorous animal is 
being caused in large part by US "sportshunters," the State of 
Alaska, and the US Departments of State and Interior. The 
US, moreover, adamantly refuses to heed international appeals 
for a moratorium or cessation of polar bear hunting. 
The polar bear Cursus maritimus) inhabits the lands and float-
ing ice of the Arctic region of five nations: the US (Alaska), 
Canada, Norway, Denmark (Greenland), and the U.S.S.R. This 
truly remarkable animal has been described by Soviet scientists, 
who are attempting to protect it, as an invaluable "living model" 
for biological study and research.135 The polar bear has adapted 
itself to both a land and water environment; to extreme cold and 
blizzards; to the months-long polar night; and to prolonged 
periods without food. Very little is known about its migratory 
habits. 
The polar bear is disappearing at an alarming rate. Most cur-
rent estimates place the present polar bear population world-wide 
at about 10,000/36 although higher and lower figures are frequently 
cited.137 One estimate, in the authoritative Red Data Book of rare 
and endangered species, placed the figure as low as 5,000.138 
Despite its depleted state, the annual polar bear kill world-wide 
is about 1;300.139 The situation has become so desperate that a 
1970 meeting in Morges, Switzerland, of the world's leading polar 
bear experts issued an urgent appeal to the five nations under 
whose jurisdiction the polar bear falls to "drastically curtail 
harvests" beginning immediately. The Federal and Alaskan state 
governments' reaction has been one of indifference. 
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Studies by the State of Alaska bear out these fears for the polar 
bear's future survival. A recent paper prepared by the state's 
fish and game department clearly indicated that the bears shot 
and examined in Alaska were becoming younger and smaller, 
a fact which is a reliable signal that a species is in jeopardy.14D 
The report also stated that quota limitations on hunters have 
"not been adhered to by some guides and appears to be unen-
forceable."14] But because polar-bear hunting brings several 
hundred thousand dollars into the state each year, its short-term 
economic importance will continue to outweigh considerations for 
the bears' future survival. 
A principal reason for the polar bear's decline is hunting and 
harassment by the US citizens, including government em-
ployees. About 300 bears are killed legally in Alaska each year 
(about 25% of which are females), with the illegal "take" esti-
mated to approach this number.142 The large majority of these 
kills-sometimes as much as 90%-are made by outside trophy 
hunters who pay several thousand dollars for the thrill of killing 
one of these awesome creatures.143 The kill by native Eskimos for 
fur and food is relatively small,144 Furthermore, the method used 
in trophy hunting-utilizing two airplanes-is particularly in-
humane. According to Jack Lentfer of Alaska's Fish and Game 
Department, "airplane hunting amounts to one plane driving the 
bear to another plane and the hunter. Even many hunters are 
disatisfied after the kill."145 When the terrified bear has been 
driven by the first plane until it collapses from exhaustion, the 
"hunter" alights from the other craft and shoots it. He then re-
turns to his warm plane and lets his guide skin his trophy, keep-
ing the head and fur, and leaving behind the bloody, lifeless 
carcass. 
Even when the mother bears with cubs are shot with tranquil-
izing darts for research purposes, the bear quite often dies from 
shock or from the dart's striking a vital organ.146 Other bears have 
heavy radio tracking devices, weighing as much as 26 pounds, 
permanently attached to their necks by agents of the US De-
partment of Interior.147 The mortality rate in these "scientific 
experiments" is believed to be significantly high.148 . 
This indiscriminate killing of polar bears has already rendered 
the animal "extinct" in the US Evidence indicates that the polar 
bear no longer breeds or dens in Alaska; that the US has, in 
effect, killed off all of its bears; and that the bears shot in Alaska 
OCEAN MAMMALS 815 
are migrating through Alaska from Canada or the Soviet Union.149 
The US thus leaves itself open to the charge that it is killing off 
Russia's polar bear population-where it has been protected 
since 1957-along with bears from Canada, Denmark, and Nor-
way. According to Congressional testimony given on 13 Septem-
ber 1971 by the State Department's Donald McKernan/50 the 
Russians have complained for some time about the US killing 
of polar bears, but the State Department has yet to take any ac-
tion. McKernan's remarks were made while voicing opposition 
to Senator Fred Harris' and Representative David Pryor's Ocean 
Mammal Protection Act, which would ban the killing of polar 
bears and is thus being vigorously opposed by the hunting lobby, 
the Administration, and other commercial and vested interest 
groups. The State Department instead endorsed a "rival" bill151 
which would allow the continued killing of polar bears under a 
system of permits issued by the Secretary of the Interior. 
The polar bear's chances for surviving the twentieth century 
are not good. As oil exploration expands in Alaska, the destruc-
tion of the bear's habitat will accelerate; and bored construction 
and oil workers will be able to find some en tertaining diversion in 
the Arctic wastes by hunting polar bears. After its numbers reach 
a certain point of depletion, it will be impossible for the few polar 
bears that remain to find mates in the vast expanse of the Arctic 
in sufficient numbers to perpetuate the species. 
The easiest and most immediate solution to the problem would 
be for the Departmen t of the In terior to place the polar bear on 
its endangered species list, which would ban the import of a bear 
or any product thereof into the United States from foreign coun-
tries and international waters. This would effectively limit the 
killing by trophy hunters from Alaska, since many of the bears 
are shot on the high seas, beyond the territorial limit and trans-
ported back into the state. Such an action should have been taken 
long ago, since the Endangered Species Conservation Act of 1969 
requires the Secretary of the Interior to "take measures to pre-
vent any wildlife from becoming threatened with extinction."152 As 
of the end of 1971, however, the Department was still resisting 
efforts to have the polar bear listed as endangered, even though 
the sperm whale, which numbers some 250,000 and is about 10 
to 20 times as numerous as the polar bear, is so listed. A lawsuit153 
against the Interior Department was filed in the spring of 1971 
by Friends of Animals asking that the polar bear be added to the 
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endangered list. Interior's response to this suit was the claim that 
since Russia protects its polar bears, sufficient numbers of these 
animals are available for US hunters to continue annual "har-
vests." 
Time is quickly running out on the polar bear. Unless prompt, 
urgent protective measures are taken, this magnificent animal 
will soon disappear forever into the oblivion of extinction. We 
can no longer plead ignorance. We all know what is happening to 
the ocean mammals, and we must all share a portion of the blame. 
A LEGAL SOLUTION 
The harassment and murder of the oceans' mammals is an in-
dictment of our government and its policies. Protective legislation 
must state three principles, as does the Harris-Pryor Bill. They 
are: 
(1) A total ban on the importation into the United States of 
all products, raw or finished, from any ocean mammal-sealskin 
coats, polar bear rugs, whale, dolphin and porpoise meat, walrus 
tusks, suede leather from baby harp seals and other such un-
necessary commodities. Such a ban would immediately remove 
much of the economic incentive for other countries to kill marine 
mammals since the United StateS" is a major market for these 
products. An import ban would also prevent certain species of 
ocean mammals, not now being utilized, from becoming future 
victims of the US market. For example, the Norwegians are 
now preparing ships for the taking of Minke whales. Since these 
smaller whales (the numbers of which remaining are unknown) 
are not on the endangered list, their products can and will find a 
receptive market in the US where they will in all probability be 
used as a substitute for the products of those whales which have 
been listed as endangered. There are also indications that dolphin 
and porpoise meat may in the future be imported into this coun-
try in large quantities/54 since this can be used as a substitute for 
traditional types of whale meat in dog and cat food. The J apa-
nese, for example, have already established a dolphin "fishery" 
in one area of the Pacific and are experimenting with the potential 
uses of this product. It would indeed be tragic if the demands of 
the US market helped encourage the wholesale slaughter of the 
highly intelligent mammals whose history is one of such friendli-
ness to man. Any partial import ban, such as now exists for some 
species of whale, would make enforcement of the law extremely 
... 
, 
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difficult and in some cases impossible. One cannot, for example, 
differentiate between canned meat or oil from a blue whale and 
that from a Minke whale. 
(2) A ban on Americans' killing ocean mammals anywhere in 
the world, including the "incidental" killing of porpoises by tuna 
fishermen. There must be no loopholes allowing for the "taking" 
of any marine mammal in the name of "management."155 Recent 
Congressional testimony demonstrated clearly that there is not 
one species of ocean mammal which would benefit from manage-
ment; indeed, no species should or could be managed successfully. 
Even the Alaskan fur seal-the "model" of an ideal management 
program-now appears to be in serious trouble. Last year, only 
31,000 seals were available for "harvesting" a 50% reduction in 
the average number "taken" in previous years.156 
The ban on killing should apply to native hunting in some 
instances, since Eskimo hunting of walrus and whale results in 
about half the animals killed being lost/57 due to the very ineffi-
cient methods used. The bowhead whales-numbering from 20 
to 200158-simply cannot bear any further killing without jeopar-
dizing the future existence of the species. There must be no dele-
gation of authority to any agency for the issuance of permits to 
kill for any purpose, since this would legitimize the present situa-
tion and condone in principle the further suffering of these in telli-
gent and highly evolved creatures. 
(3) A mandate to our State Department to vigorously nego-
tiate a truly international treaty for a halt to the slaughter of 
ocean mammals. The State Department's opposition to this bill, 
as evidenced by its reluctance to even try to achieve a new treaty, 
is shocking. Our country is a major power capable of influencing 
other nations. However fine a treaty might have been negotiated 
sixty years ago,159 in this period of rapid change in the ocean en-
vironment and of diminishing wildlife, the State Department 
must be forced to do more, if future generations are to see animals 
other than in a museum for extinct species. 
An important endorsement of the Harris-Pryor Bill has been 
given the Congress by Captain Jacques Cousteau: 
To me, to support the Harris Pryor Bill is a most obvious duty. 
Man has already been responsible for too much destruction while 
technology at the service of wisdom could have made a paradise out of 
our planet, and protected the more than one thousand various spe-
cies that we have already eradicated forever. The whales are of special 
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interest, because they are the largest animals that ever existed, be-
cause they have a highly developed intelligence and that their study 
is extremely meaningful for human physiology. Furthermore, the 
commercial interests involved in whales are completely archaic and 
become almost negligible. To act now vigorously is a duty for man-
kind. I60 
AN ENLIGHTENED ATTITUDE 
Although the Harris-Pryor Bill would, conceptually, provide 
an adequate legal solution to the plight of ocean mammals, such a 
law, to be operationally effective, would require a significant 
change in attitude on the part of many officials in business and 
government. The essence of such an attitude was expressed by the 
great naturalist and humanitarian, Joseph Wood Krutch, in an 
article entitled, "Human Life in The Context of Nature": 
The wisest, the most enlightened, the most long-seeing exploitation 
of resources is not enough for the simple reason that the whole con-
cept of exploitation for man's use alone is false and is so limited that 
in the end it will defeat itself. The earth will have been plundered 
under that form of conservation and laid waste, no matter how scien-
tifically and how far-seeingly the plundering and the waste has been 
accomplished. Something is fatally lacking in that concept of con-
servation and the thing lacking is the feeling for, or the love of, the 
natural world of which men is part. It is the failure to realize that this 
is not only not an island in respect to other men, but also is not an 
island in respect to nature as a whole. He must come to some kind 
of terms with it. 
But without the glad appreciation of our relationship to nature, with-
out the idea of living with nature, not merely upon nature, we must 
end sooner or later either living-or I think more probably dying-in 
a world where man has paid the penalty for doing what he cannot do 
successfully: namely, think only to himself.l6l 
..... --->-.<---.... 
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